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VI.— ON IIPIN IN THE ATTIC ORATORS. 

The temporal particle xpb has had its full share of attention, not 
only in general works on Greek grammar, Greek syntax, Greek 
moods and tenses, Greek particles, but also in special treatises. 
Essays have been written on -pb in Homer, -pb in Herodotos, 
npiv in Thukydides, ~pb in the Attic drama. 1 And yet, in spite of 
thought and research, there is a strange lack of clearness and 
sharpness in the treatment. One distinguished scholar lapses into 
a gross solecism while traversing this slippery field ; another is 
struck with blindness and gropes his way among unrecognized 
negatives. Theory of origin, limitation of use, are often so pre- 
sented as not only to confuse the beginner, but to bewilder more 
advanced students who desire coherence and consistency. Of 
course the solution of all such problems is to be sought in the 
history of the language, in the growth or decay of a given con- 
struction. We begin, if Paley will suffer us, with Homer, and trace 
the expansion in one direction, the contraction in another. All 
this is well enough ; but when the most evident counter-sense is 
extorted from the facts as ascertained, surely even history loses its 
rights. What is the use of accumulating and sorting historical 
facts, if the common-sense interpretation of the facts themselves 
is denied ? The tendency in language is to crystallize into sharper 
logical formulae ; the difference of earlier from later syntax consists 
in its greater elasticity. Optative and subjunctive are sundered in 
the later speech ; in the earlier they can be used in the same breath 

1 R. Foerster. De usu coniunctionis wpiv Homerico et Hesiodeo ; de usu par- 
ticulae wpiv, qualis apud Ionicos scriptores fuerit Miscell. Sem. philol. et Soc. 
lat. 1863 et 65. 

R. Richter. De particulis wpiv et wdpoq earumque usu Homerico. Lipsiae, 
1874. 

O. Prause. De particulae wpiv usu tragico et Aristophaneo. Halis Saxonum, 
1876. 

See also a review by C. Capelle in Philologus XXXVII, s. 89, in which he 
takes up — 

Herzog. Die syntax des infinitivs NJB. f. Phil. a. Paedagogik, 1873, 
pp. 1-33- 

Cavallin. De temporum infinitivi usu Homerico. Lund, 1873. 
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and in the same general sense. Now if a man fails to recognize a 
simple rule, a simple mechanical rule that has stamped itself 
indelibly on the fixed language, how can he be trusted with the far 
more difficult restoration of the period of fluctuation, of growth ? 
In my attempts to satisfy my scholars and myself in such matters I 
have always tried to get first a clear notion of the actual normal 
usage of Attic prose before undertaking to explore the genesis. 
Those who set out on the historical study of Greek syntax without 
a fairly accurate notion of the limits of prose are sure to get lost. 
Nothing do I deplore so much in the practice of teaching Greek 
as the fashion of beginning at the very first moment possible with 
Homer. Greek poetry is a sealed book to many students of Greek 
all their lives, because they have never had any sharp consciousness 
of the difference between poetry and prose. All Greek was Greek 
from the beginning ; and the sense, when not cultivated early, can 
only be acquired in later years by painful study. One is tempted 
to say : Let boys read Homer on condition of translating him into 
prose Greek. Of course it will be said that if one attempts to 
formulate Attic usage without the necessary historical survey, there 
is danger of being swayed by abstract reasoning. But abstract 
reasoning is after all better than such unreason as prevails in the 
interpretation of many of the earlier phenomena of the language. 
May I be permitted to give one or two illustrations in the matter 
of nplv ? 

Ilplv, abstractly considered, is a comparative formation. It is 
found, though not often, in the earliest times with r h I shall not 
discuss the original quantity. The historical Greek seems to have 
felt it as short. What follows from its comparative formation ? A 
distinctly negative character. This negative character of the com- 
parative sometimes individualizes itself, so to speak, and appears 
in the form of an independent negative following the comparative, 
a kind of armor-bearer so familiar in the Romance languages, plus 
que ne, piii che non. But the negative usually makes itself felt in 
less direct ways. All negatives tend either to reduplication or to 
concentration. The negative either revolves so as to show various 
facets, or it takes some energetic single form as the essence of 
denial. On the one hand we have the so-called double negatives, 
on the other hand the combination with the aorist. The natural 
tense of the negative is the aorist. The tenses of continuance are 
used with the negative only when there is a notion of opposition 
to the positive, of resistance to pressure. So in our language, as 
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it is far less rich in forms than the Greek or even the Latin, we 
introduce words of will and effort to express the effect of the 
negative with the imperfect in Greek ; «t>/ sllov they did not take, 
but «u/ rjpoov they would not, they could not take. Is this rudimen- 
tary ? If so, why is not the ' abstract principle ' applied to -rcpiv ? 
Why is it not formulated that xpiv, as a negative {=.t>vx<i>, with 
which it is often coupled), takes the aorist? The deep silence of 
nearly all the school grammars on this simple, practical matter is 
remarkable. What do we find in more pretentious works that do 
recognize the predominance of the aorist ? Kiihner in his Aus- 
fiihrliche Grammatik calmly says : ' The usual tense of the infinitive 
with npiv is the aor., which represents the action of the dependent 
clause as prior to that of the principal clause,' and his very first 
example is A T 172: vale Sk Ilijdatov nph k/J/e"iv ulaq 'A^acaiv. If his 
rule is applied literally, the action in I/Wet* precedes the action in 
•yalt. Perhaps, however, the distinguished grammarian meant that 
the non-action of the dependent clause preceded the action of the 
leading clause, but he took a strange way to express it. 1 In fact 
he was thinking of the combination with negative clauses, in 
which the antecedence in time of the dependent clause follows from 
the negation. For izp\v iAVslv substitute oonui iXftovruiv rmv 'A^aiutv, 
and the whole matter becomes clear. With a -p\v av sentence, 
ftyjxw would be used on account of the conditional element. 

So Andok. I, 7: ob% olov re upas eiSivai xph av y.w. ipou axo'jarjzs 
aTroXoyoop.evoo could be transcribed by ob% olov re 6p.a<; eiSivai prJ~(o 

xai i/iod axouaw/ras. The negative, I repeat, is sufficient to cover 
all cases. A recent writer, Cavallin (ap. Capelle, Philologus 
XXXVII, s. 89), says that itpb and -apoz almost always take the 
aor. of the inf. in Homer, because for the most part only the ingress 
or the realization and not the duration of the action is had in view. 
One wearies of this schematic difference between present and 
aorist. Of the three Homeric passages, pideeftat I 245, ap.<p«p&aa#<u 
r 475 f° rm no aor. that we know of; aysiv A 98 follows dopevac ' mit 
sinniger Unterscheidung,' but with the same ' sinnige Unterscheid- 
ung ' that distinguishes the negative with the durative tenses from 
the negative with the aorist. The aorist then is the rule, and the 

1 Aken correctly reverses Kilhner's statement when he says, in discussing 
ncrpaTTTsi -plv ppovrav : man kann geradezu sagen dass die Handlung bei npiv 
vom Standpunkte des Hauptsatzes aus stets eine zukunftige, noch nicht existirende 
sei also nur begrifflich zu bezeichnen war, wie durch ein Verbalsubstantiv. 
Aken Schulgr. 449, Anm. 1. 
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present infinitive and the perfect infinitive are used with -piv just 
in the same relations in which tenses of duration and completion 
are employed with negatives. So Thuc. 3, 24, 2 : axerpdnovTo ig 

Trjv izokiv Tcptv u-spftabeiv ( = ou% uizepifiaivav, ' they would not 

attempt to scale'). So Isai. 7, 29 : -ph kpk f/xetv (= Pf.) = huttw 

i t xttv. 

It is well known that in the Greek of the classic period -ph (aV) 
with the subjunctive and rrpiv with the opt. require a negative in the 
leading clause. There is but one exception, and that in a passage 
which I should not hesitate to alter. The later Greeks use -p\v ■?} 
with the subjunctive after anything, and so do the modern ; and I set 
down the ~p\v ixyrou of Simonides Amorginus 1, 12 to a clerical lapse. 1 
The other places, sometimes cited even in good books, have long 

1 The verses read : <f>-&avei <ie rbv piv yijpag a^l^-ov lajibv | irplv repp' 'mr/Tat. 
I find the following explanation of the anomalous construction cited by Buch- 
holz, apparently with approval: Hier der Conjunctiv statt des Infinitivs 
gewahlt weil der Fall gemeint ist, wo der Sterbliche wirklich zu Reichthum 
gelangt = ovx 'l^erai rippa irplv avrbv yijpag Xdfjr/, wahrend beim Infinitiv die 
natilrliche Fassung der Worte an sich, mit Ausserachtung des Folgenden, ware 
dass er auch dann nichts erlange. — Die Structuren von irplv in der Berliner 
Zeitsch. fur Gymnasialwesen 1866, s. 595. Any one familiar with short and 
easy methods of despatching grammatical difficulties will recognize the work 
of making a translation do the duty of proof. $&avo with Ttpiv happens to be 
a common construction, from II 322 on, and invariably takes the infinitive 
when positive. ' Mit Ausserachtung des Folgenden ' is a condition which no 
one who used the language seems to have availed himself of. Antiphon I, 29 : 
eav piv . . . 6$avuoi irplv airaSaveiv . . . fyikovg aaTiovai should be turned into 
irplv (av) airodavaoc on exactly the same principle, because the persons in ques- 
tion actually die, whereas the infinitive leads to the inference, outside of the 
context and of common sense, that they do not die. Upiv is an ovira. The 
' not yet ' may come later, may never come. As I have said of antequam with the 
subjunctive, the antecedence is necessary, not so the consequence. 'Airsdpaaav 
irplv KptSijvai X. Hell. I, 7, 35: they never came to trial. Kal irplv ap^ai a^tw; 
Tfjq (5aoiXsiac i66aei elvcu 'Kynrs'ilaos Xen. Ag. 1,5: Agesilaos actually became 
king. If you substitute ijpfe you change the sense. The context must decide 
as in the case of the English verbal in -ing. Such vagueness may have been 
highly reprehensible, but until we can get better evidence for such a use of the 
subjunctive after positive irpiv than the passage in Simonides, we must consider 
the modification suggested as unproved for the earlier period. I would venture to 
add that some commonplace of proverbial philosophy such as we find in Soph. 
O. T. 1529: pt/Sev' b?,f3i££iv irplv av | rippa rov jiiov irepday, might have been 
present to the mind of the copyist and deflected his pen, as if oh del yijpac 
{rfAovv irplv (av) repp' lizr/iai, which of course has nothing to do with the sense of 
the passage. 
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been shown to be normal. So in Isokr. 4, 16 llav a-Xmq iygi = <>b 
<hr ohadat. See the next sentence, with its dXXa Set. So in Dem. 38, 
24 aituTM'j is a negative idea and is explained by p.ij xarr t yupsiv. So 
Lys. 22, 4 alaypov is a negative = »u Sew. To judge by parallel 
passages np\v wj was felt as e<»? av or 5jv p.rj. The same rule applies, 
of course, to the much rarer -ph with the opt., and whatever may 
be thought of the principle of it, the fact is firmly established. 
And yet a grammarian no less distinguished than Baumlein 
commits himself to an extraordinary solecism when he says that 
in Aischylos S. c. Theb. 452 foil., where we have ohntf 8? ttoXsi | 
lisydX' i-gbygTa'. j xepauvoo Si viv fights £izia%£ftoi | -ph ifitiv laftapeiv 
do/iuv, -piv with the opt. can stand, citing as a proof Soph. Phil. 

961 : oXuat p.rj— hi Tzph ixad-oijii ! 

As for npiv with the indie, it is commonly stated that it occurs 
chiefly after negative clauses. That is true, but it is somewhat 
confusing to find it used in affirmative sentences in Thukyd. and 
Euripides. The fact is that the indicative is not a legitimate con- 
struction unless -piv is used in a sense which is equivalent to guts 
' until.' This, though clearly recognized in some grammars, is not 
universally recognized. When this condition fails, then the 
infinitive must be used. Of course in the majority of instances the 
negative with -ph does compel such a sense ; but the very gram- 
marians, who emphasize the rule, stick to the letter so closely that 
they fail to see virtual negatives when they are thrust upon them. 
So Kiihner cites as affirmatives Thuc. 1, 51, 2 : iftautiaZw nph . . . 

eiTtov — 1, 118, 2: (tore ixeoXuov rjiru^aZdv rg . . . -ph drj . . . rj S6vap.ig 
(ia<p5>-, ypezo (comp. Eur. I. T. 489-90: claipotv (= oux typovoov) 
vioq t tjv Ttph . . . £<ru8ov~) — 3, 29, I : XavOdvooai (= nby upwvrai) xp}v 
<5i? . . . s'ff/ov — 7, 71, 5 : rd Tzgp\ rubs ayatvaq duXoitrj rrph Srj <tl 
A{h)vaXot rurg tw aymva inotyoav. Comp. also X. An. 2, 5, 33 : 5 ti 
ixoiouv r/pcftyvdouv -ph NUapyoq 7 t X<'te. It is needless to say that all 
these verbs are negative either in fact or in sense. I have not the 
slightest objection to putting them all under the ' until ' class, but 
il a distinction is to be made between positive and negative, it 
betrays a strange ablepsy to make a wrong distribution here. 

It is not the object of this paper to give a full history or a full 
theory of npb, and what I have said and shall say on the subject is 
merely prefatory to a presentation of some practical statements 
in regard to the use of npiv in one department of Greek literature. 
In Homer npiv appears as an adverb, as a conjunction, as a quasi 
preposition. The conjunctional use develops out of the adverbial, 
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but the reigning construction is the quasi-prepositional (with the 
infinitive), which is used freely both after negative and positive 
clauses, whereas in prose it is found chiefly after positive clauses. 
This bold combination is a sad puzzle to determined theorists, who 
wish to allow no sudden leap in the constructions of language. 
We are still at a long remove from the preposition with the 
infinitive, the full development of which seems to require the article. 1 
Even wars with the inf., which with the negative might in some 
cases replace nplv, has scarce budded. Interesting in connection 
with this problem is the direct combination of avri with the 
anarthous inf., of which traces are found in the MSS. of Herodotos 
(i, 210; 6, 32; 7, 70), especially in view of the similar negative 
sense. Still the analogy is slight and the leap great, though as yet 
I see no escape from the quasi-prepositional use such as we find in 
our English 'than,' which even grammarians have not been able to 
separate from the love of ' whom.' Forssmann says in his treatise 
on the infinitive in Thukydides (Curt. Stud. 6, 53) that the infinitive 
with r.ph is a verbal noun, but he does not venture to say that itpiv 
before the inf. is a preposition, though he so translates it. Jolly, 
looking at the matter from the Indo-Germanic point of view, has no 
difficulty about it (Geschichte des Infinitivs, s. 221). That xpw 
fevia&cu and izpb rod yzvigftai are close equivalents can be seen from 
the interchange. 2 

As I have pointed out on another occasion, the infinitive must 
have lost its case force before it could have submitted to the com- 
bination ; 3 but it had lost its case force as early as the Homeric 
period, and hence I see no insuperable objection to this fling of the 
language. Forssmann's proof that the infinitive here is a verbal 
noun because it sometimes occurs in the present is, in my judg- 

1 Die Verbindung des Infinitivs mit einer Proposition ist der alteren Sprache 
durchaus fremd und hat sich erst spater entwickelt, als man den Infinitiv mit 
vorgesetztem Artikel ganz als Substantiv behandelte. Ktlhner, Ausfuhrl. Gr. II, 
s. 962. 

2 So in Plato's Phaidon Hplv ysvka-9 ai apa, <5f Ioikev, avaym) rfplv avrqv 
\r)jv EirwT7/pr/v] clXtjtpsvai. "Eowev . Ovkovv el pev hxj36vTS£ avrijv k pb r oil 
y e v e G 1? a 1 exovtes eysvopE&a, i]TUGTapE$a Kal it plv y ev eg ■& a i nal Evd-it^ 
yEvdpEvoi kte. 75 C &gte avayKoiov fjplv slvac tovtov dnavTov rag EirtGT-qpaf; Trpb 
tov yEVEG-bai E'Ckrj&kvaL . 75 D, cf. B : wpo rov apa apt-aGdat qpat; bpav Kal clkoveiv 
. . . tvxeiv eSei ttov slXqfoTaf; iitwripiriv. The only possible difference between 
the conception of irplv ysvlG-dai and irpb tov ysvlGdai lies in the deictic force of 
the article. The tense is determined by the same principles in both cases. 

3 Transactions of Am. Philol. Assoc. 1878. 
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ment, a perfect rum sequitur. The infinitive as a verbal noun is still 
under the influence of tense feeling, and the exclusive use of 
present infinitive or aorist infinitive of any special verb according 
to the character of the action would not be surprising. 1 

1 Since this paper was written I have received the Transactions of the Oxford 
Philological Society for 1880-1881, in which Mr. Monro remarks (on the origin 
of the construction of infinitive with tt p i v and it a p c) : "It may now be re- 
garded as certain that the Greek infinitive is in form the dative of an abstract 
noun (Sifitv-ai for giving), and in meaning a dative of consequence. Most 
Homeric uses of the infinitive lend themselves readily to this view : thus k&i?.ei 
dSpevcu ' he is willing for giving? dvvarac ddfizvai * he has power for giving? 
tvxofiai eivcu ' I boast for (in respect of) ieing' " ; /uiip' earl dafiijvcu, ' there is fate for 
being subdued? etc. The chief exception is the use with irpiv and Tropoc. What 
is the link between nplv eX-depev, lit. earlier for coming and ' earlier than 
coming ' ? " 

" The explanation is suggested by comparison of the Sanskrit usage. The 
infinitive in Sanskrit is in a less formed state than in Greek, and in particular 
there is no restriction of infinitival uses to a single case (as in Greek to the 
dative). Now among the other cases used to form infinitives (or in the way to 
be so used) is the ablative (which is found especially with the prepositions d 
' until ' and purd ' before ' (Whitney's Sanskrit grammar, § 983 ; Max Mliller, 
Chips, vol. IV, p. 53). The ablative is of course used with purd as with com- 
paratives. In Greek, therefore, it is probable that the dative inf. with nph has 
taken the place of an older ablative. The process by which one case-form 
concentrates uses originally belonging to several cases, is one of which many 
examples can be produced. In this instance it was doubtless accelerated by 
the loss of the dative form in other nouns, so that the infinitive ceased to be 
regarded as a case-form." 

I cannot now go into the discussion of this theory, and would only say here 
that mere analogy is not a proof. The Greek goes its own way in the handling 
of the infinitive, and such licences as the use of npiv with the inf. must be 
judged from within. Judged from within, npiv with the inf. is an experiment 
rather than a survival. Again, the dative force of the infinitive was not felt in 
the Homeric time ; this seems to be shown by the oratio obliqua use of the infin- 
itive. For that matter the rhematic sign to is not fully felt in English, though 
so much more marked by its independent existence than the dative termination 
of the inf. But Mr. Monro by his translation of the Homeric infinitive seems 
to imply that it was felt in the Homeric time. If so, how could the inf. be used 
as an ablative ? It would have been more reasonable to say that nplv w. inf., 
originally equivalent to some such later periphrasis as npdrepov t] ware ' earlier 
for coming ' = ' too soon for,' became in time a mere formula and the peculiar 
shade of ' prevention ' was lost except as brought out by the context. Comp. 
prius quam w. subj. in which the subj. seems to be due to the element of 
'preference' {prius quam = potius quam) or 'prevention' (prius quam = prius 
quam ut, like maior quam ut) and afterward to have faded into mere subordi- 
nation, mere temporal limit. The fluctuation and differentiation of these 



47 2 AMERICAN JOURNAL OF PHILOLOGY. 

Other attempts have been made to explain the construction of 
Tzpiv with the inf. Richter considers -pb to have become a con- 
junction by ' correlation,' and that not only with the subj. and opt., 
but also with the inf. Capelle says that he does not understand 
Richter's explanation, and as I have not access to Richter's disser- 
tation, I can only gather that this view is not essentially different 
from Hartung's (Gr. Partikeln I 61 foil.) accepted by Kiihner II 
779. Hartung quotes Catullus, as cited by Quint. 9, 3, 16 : dum 
intacta {innupta) manet, dum cara suis est, and translates — ' die 
Weile (so long) sie unberiihrt bleibt, die Weile (so long) ist sie den 
Ihrigen lieb.' The indifference of dum here is clearly due to the 
coextensiveness of the action. This is not true of -pb. Take the 
following sentence in which we have prius twice. Prius quam 
istam pugnam pugnabo, ego etiam prius dabo aliampugnam. Plaut. 
Pseud. 524. Do away with that little quam, and how are you to 
elicit the sense desiderated from prius istam pugnam pugnabo, 
prius dabo aliam pugnam ? Evidently this will not work. Kiihner 
translates // 481 : »uds re- zt/.Tj -ph xdsv izplv AefcVt u-epplvzi 

Kpovicavi ' und Niemand wagte eke zu trinken, ehe Hess er u. s. w., 
Where did the ' liess ' come from ? Zeugma from eVAij ? A 97 

temporal particles may be seen in Engl, rattier, sooner, before, and Germ. 
ehe(r), bevor. In rather the preferential significance has long excluded the 
temporal, in sooner, with which comp. Lat. citius, it has gained ground, 
while before is prevalently temporal. In German bevor is strictly temporal, 
eher must be used when preference is indicated, sometimes both are combined. 
(Compare tt/hv — izplv). If such a flattening of the final sense of the dative 
infinitive be allowed, we might save either the leap in construction or the 
merging of form — both hazardous hypotheses. Still we have to confront the 
fact that in the earliest time of which we know anything the dat. sense of 
the inf. was obscured to the Greek feeling, and npiv may have been a daring 
experiment, which succeeded, while others failed. So forto in English with 
the inf. has held its own, if not in current literature yet in vulgar speech ; 
while ' ayenst to conforme ' and ' without to wylle ' and the others cited by 
Dr. Fitzedward Hall in the last number of this Journal (p. 295) were failures 
like avTt w. inf. When we have to deal with such a form as the infinitive, 
we must be on the lookout for such experiments. The history of the 
Romance languages shows similar attempts. Who believes that the Romans 
ever combined all their prepositions with the gerund ? In French, Italian, 
Spanish, only a few prepositional combinations remain out of a number 
which was never large. In German we have only umzu( final), anstatt zu (av-i), 
ohne zu (negative). Hence I have used the word 'experiment' and not the 
word 'survival,' which seems to belong more properly to the persistence of 
an organic form. 
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which K. cites is Still worse : 00S' 8 ys Ttp\v Xiicpoio (japdaq rjpas 

a<p£Sst -piv y(j) . . . Sdjxsvai, where ddjisvat will have to depend on 
the notion of ' consent ' involved in the refusal of the other person. 
Parataxis has solved some of the hardest problems in syntax. Here 
it fails utterly and must fail because the infinitive is, by virtue of its 
origin, dependent, subordinate. Assumption of a prepositional 
combination is simplicity itself in comparison. Meierheim thinks 
that ~piv has no influence on the sense of the infinitive. Herzog 
(ap. Capelle) suggests that there is an ellipsis of ' es soil kommen.' 
This would not be true even as a translation in many instances. 
The notion of destiny and obligation can be evoked at will 
from the infinitive. So even with the articular infinitive. 

Hence -piv iXftsTv = Ttpii too iXiteiv = -pi) niu Sslv kXftslv. But 

the elliptical theory is naught. Herzog's view by the way does 
not differ essentially from Kiihner's. K. translates : -<>XX<n avttpu>-m 

■npOTspm ax(»'hr l t77.i>U(T'. ~p\v dijkoi yeviaftai inoi Jjaav by prius moriuntur 
quam ut fieri possit ut appareat quale s fuer int. Ut fieri possit ut 
should have been buried with Gottfried Hermann. Capelle himself 
thinks that spiv worked its way into a quasi-preposition, and then — 
thanks to the changed nature of the infinitive and to the bridge of 
■spiv f Srs, — into a conjunction. If -piv f ore is a bridge, the bridge 
is in the accus. (comp. eare for c? or*, which, however, I doubt), and 
the infinitive is in the accusative likewise, which would be in accord- 
ance with the degradation of prepositional combinations in later 
Greek. Delbruck, in his Grundlagen s. 124, simply refers to 
Capelle. 

I shall now proceed to give a conspectus of the usage of the 
Attic orators in regard to it piv. The collection of the examples 
cited is due to the diligence of the students in my Greek Semina- 
rium who divided the work among themselves. 1 The basis of the 
arrangement was furnished by an article on -piv which I prepared 
some months since for another purpose. In preparing that article 
I had felt the need of such a conspectus, and as I had noted most 
of the passages in the orators for my own satisfaction, I was 
glad to secure the means of completing and rectifying my own 

1 The members of the Seminary and other students, who joined in the search, 
are Messrs. Alexander, Bevier, Burgess, Fleming, Gjellum, Harding, Nicolassen, 
Seelye, Short, Spieker, C. M. and W. J. Tidball. Mr. E. S. Burgess has done 
me the great service of comparing the references with my hand edition of the 
orators, and has in this way secured greater correctness and gained additional 
examples from my marginal notes. 
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results. The work of collection is much more difficult than might 
be supposed, and requires keener vision than most unpractised 
students possess, and I dare not be confident that no example 
has escaped. Still it is hoped that as a preliminary survey this 
conspectus will be of service. Under each head I have given 
a brief statement of the facts as to the Greek use generally, which 
is followed by the statistic of oratorical usage, and to facilitate the 
general view I have prefixed the following table : 

I. 



II. 



n ' P i-, 


' with infinitive. 


A. 


Aorist : 




i. After positive clauses. 




2. After negative clauses. 


B. 


Present : 


C. 


Perfect : 


Up: 


:V with finite verb. 


A. 


Indicative : 




i. Aorist. 




a. After negative clauses : 




(i) of facts, (2) of unrealities. 




b. After positive clauses. 




2. Imperfect. 


B. 


Subjunctive (after negative clauses only) : 




1 . Aorist. 




2. Present. 


C. 


Optative : 




1. Aorist. 


D. 


Optative with av. 



I. Ilpiv with Inf. 

This is the typical construction, -ph iXOelv = (the much later) 
xpo roX> iXOslv ' before coming.' It is the reigning combination 
in Horn., who employs it after positive and negative clauses 
alike. In Attic it is more frequently found after positive clauses, 
and is necessary there when the action does not take place or is not 
to take place (= aiare pif). The tense is regularly the aor. on 
account of the negative sense (oonio, /njna)'). 

A. Aorist : 

1 . The correlated clause positive. 
The leading clause is positive in : vdlz 8k IIrj8a.iov izp\v tXdeiv ulaz 
'Axou&v II. 13, 172, cf. 8, 453 ; 16, 322, Od. 1, 210, etc. ; Zeus SXeaece 
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t S{rjv Tzp\v rjp.1v Ttijp.0. (puTsutrai Od. 4, 668, etc., cf. II. 6, 465; 24, 245, 
Pind. Pyth. 2, 92. 3, 9, Nem. 8, 19, Hdt. 6, 119, Aesch. Pers. 712, 
Ag. 1539, Suppl. 38, Sept. 63. 285, etc., Soph. Antig. 120, Trach. 
396, etc., Eur. Ale. 281, Andr. 268, H. F. 936, etc., Ar. Eq. 258, 
Vesp. 1325, Plut. 376, etc., Thuc. 1, 125, 2, Xen. An. 4, 1, 7, etc., 
Plat. Protag. 350 A. 

In the Orators : 

Antiphon: (y&dvtoat') 1, 29; 2, /?, 3 '; 5, 40 ; 5, 67 ; 5, 76 ; 6,37. 

Andokides: 1, 67; (jtpozspov') 1, 89; [4], 5. 

Lysias: Jj_9 \ I2 > J 7 ! (jtp&™-/) 13, 17 ; 13, 52 ; (Tcpdzepov) 16,4; 
19, 7; 19, 42 ; 19, 51; 20, 31 ; 23, 15 ; 26, 3 ; (-/hJtsjoov) 30,3; 
fr. 18, 1 . 

Isokrates : (xpozspov) 3, 17 ; (jzpoTepov) 4, 37 ; (yftJjvat) 4, 87 ; 4, 
116; 4, 141; (Ip.^rc) 5, 7; O^ts/xjv) 5, 70 (really positive); 6, 
26 (£w) ; (jcporepov Tiph r) ?) 6, 86 ; 8, 52 ; 8, 74 ; (royov av (pftdtTSts') 
8, 120; 8, 126; 9, 49 ; 9, 64; (xpdrspov) 12, 205; 12, 250; 14, 21 ; 
(^r^v) 15, 274; 16, 15 ; 17, 30 ; 18, 39 ; 18, 45 ; 20, 14. 

Isaios : 1, 31 ; (irpdrepov) 2, 19 ; 2, 42 ; 3, 10 ; 3, 36 ; 3, 38 ; 5, 9 ; 
5,44; 6, 13 ; 6, 38 ; 8, 8; 9, 3; 9, 24 ; (nporepov') 9, 32; 11, 10 ; 
11, 22. 

Deinarchos : 2, 12 ; 2, 24 . 

Aischines: 1, 192; 1, 195 ; 2, 61; (izporepw xph r t ?) 2, 132; 

2, 135 ; 2, 140 ; 2, 147 ; 3, 12 ; (-/«v ^) 3, 25; 3, 77 ; 3. 85 ; 3, 

131 ; 3. 219; 3. 235. 
Demosthenes 3, 2 ; (jzpinspo-J) [7], 28; 8, 6; [10], 11 ; [17], 7 ; 

18, 30 ; 18, 50 ; 18, 169 ; 18, 224 ; 19, 2 ; 19, 41 ; 19, 79 ; 19, 155 ; 

19,155; 19,230; 19, 266 ; 20, 145 ; 21, 82 ; 21, 226 ; 30, 28 ; 30, 30 ; 

(-/>'* : <i~) 33> 34 ; 34. 35 ; 34. 4i ; (.~P h '?) 35> 3 ; 37. 59 ; 39. 5 ; 39. 29 ; 
44. 35 ; 44. 3 6 ; 44. 3 8 ; 44. 4 1 ; [46], 24 ; [47]. 28 ; (jzpdrepoy') 48, 
46 ; 53, 11 ; 55, 3 ; 55, 14 (parallel with -pdrzpm ij) ■ 55, 23 ; 57, 27 
(really pos.) ; (-pdzepo^ [59], 51 ; (yMvouoiv) [59], 100, [59]. IQ9 - 
I omit the -pooijua. in which all the occurrences depend on 

positives except ~p. i : p.rfikv .... irtead-ai -rpuTspov ytyvW'Txeiv -p\v 
pallzlv. 

2. The correlated clause negative. 

The leading clause is negative in : obS' ye -r:p\v AavauXaiv dswia 

1 The dash under the references denotes that the Ttpiv clause precedes. 
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Xotyov dnwaet, ~piv y dizb izarp\ ipiku> Sopevai kXixwiziSa xoupTjV II. I, 97 ; 

19, 423, etc., Od. 2, 127 ; 4, 747, etc. In post-Homeric Greek this 
construction is not so common, the negative antecedent generally 
suggesting a finite construction, fulfilled, unfulfilled, or anticipated 
(wu Ttpozspov izpiv = ou TTpdzepov k'o><;, cf. Lys. 12, 7 1 ; 25, 26 ; Isokr. 17, 
12 ; Plat. Phaedo 59 E). Still the infinitive is found, especially when 
there is a marked contrast between ' before ' and ' after ' and in 
connection with verbs of fear as in Soph. Tr. 632, Eur. fr. 462 (N.), 
and unfulfilled conditions as in Eur. Ale. 362, cf. Rhes. 61 ; so after 
a negatived opt. with av (though here subj. with av is an alternative 
construction), ourta yap yivoir av 008' av exftaois arparou icpiv oppu> 

vadv OpaauvdTjvm Aesch. Suppl. 773, cf. Plat. Legg. 6, 769 E : — so 
after a past tense (orat. obliq.), mpoaav pi] izph Is <Pwxatav fjSeiv izpXv 

7) tov p.OSpov toutov dva<pavijvai Hdt. I, 165, cf. 4, 9, Thuc. 7, 50, 4, 

cf. 5, 10, 3, Xen. Hell. 6, 5, 23, Cyr. 8, 1, 38, Plat. Phaedo 61 A. 
Notice also the passages in which xpiv precedes, -p\v ISelv S' ouSs'k; 
pdvrts Soph. Ai. 1418. The opt. is not a favorite, and the inf., 
which has an analogous use, is often employed instead. 

These passages are comparatively so uncommon in the orators 
that it will require no great space to quote the text. The infinitive 
is necessary, as I have said, whether the correlated clause be 
negative or positive if the notion is only and necessarily ' before ' 
and not ' until.' 

Andokides : I, 43 : «»; pi] itporepov vu? earai ~p\v TZw'Hcttai roue 
avSpac axav-aq. The positive (the coming of night) is the thing 
feared. The conception is not iwg av xu&aivrai, but rather &are pi] 
Tzu&e'<rftai. 

[4] > 8 : nplv pev yap xpt&j,vai 00 fiaStovQv) elSlvat rd<z alrias our el 
<f>euds'i<; elaiv out el aXr/fiels ' dito<ptjy6vros SI xrL — izpiv precedes : 

sharp contrast between ' before ' and ' after,' dxoyuydvroq being 
equivalent to e-etddv Si n; aitixpoyrj. 

Lysias 19, 28 : 'Apc<Tro<pdvei -np\v rr t v vaup.ayiav vix/jfrat ouSev tjv 
dW ij ywpiSiov pixpdv 'Papvoavrt. izpiv precedes. The ' until ' formula 
was not present to the mind of the speaker. Besides itp\v . . . 
ivixT]irev=eu)(; Ivix-qoev might have suggested that Aristophanes 
became rich afterwards, whereas the object of the speaker is to 
prove that <>u xariXmev '"Ap'.ortHpdvqs dpyOptov odds ypuaiov. 

iq cc ■ oore . . . axpftrjv odSsnclinore izp\v ravrrjv rijv aupcpopav 

yeviad-at, where the indicative might have been employed. 

Fr. 18 2 : xa\ yap 'AppoS(u) xa\ ^Apiaroyeirovi ouSev Tzpurepov tJiZ7Jp%e 
yevvalov xp\v yevvalov ri TtpdSat. 
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Isokrates 5, 70 : orav . . . Sedimat p.r t npuzepov zi ndit-r^ nph ziXos 
intd-sXvat, not ' until,' but ' before.' 

20, 14 : ob% o\6v t iazh alad-ia&at nph xax&g zivas nai%~iv 6n' abz&v 

(where nph av with subj. would be more usual; still there is a 
strong contrast to ' after,' inetddv yvrnpia-d-wai). 

Isaios 5, 21 : obSk yap nph Tjzzrj-D-rjvai sl^ev wv i] peTs dcxa^upe&a — 
where the whole statement nph yrzTjdrjvai elyev is denied. 4, 15: 

ix ztvog av zponou . . , yvoivjre (=:oux av yvoir/ze) nph nep\ 

abrou rod StaiWattac iturreixTai • the inf. where the less usual opt. 
would be the theoretical construction. 

Lycurg. 135: nph p-kv yap zouzo npa^ac Aewxpdzijv aStjXov -qv 6no1o{ 

tivsc Svreq iruyyavov, vuvdk xrk, where the contrast is to be noted. 
Aischines : Only in the Letters 4, 1 ; obS' anst. nph paxpag dxouaai 

dirjyrjGecoq. 

Demosthenes 3, 12 : nph oe zauza npa^at p.rj axoneize (npiv precedes). 

3, 13: itp\v Se zaoza sbrpsniirae — /njSiv' aStooze. 

5, 15: xat pun pi] #opuj3rj<Tri nph axouaai. 

19, 165 : obSs jSadc^stv izpoarjxe nph iXftelv zov xrjpuxa (where e'Xftoc 
would have been unusual, and rjXfte with npoarjxe might have pro- 
duced a wrong impression. Comp. 20, 96). 

23, 187: ov& oXwg npozepov nph zo (prjipurpa zouzl yeviad-at. Xoyov 
inoirjadp.ryv obSiva. 

30, 33 : aurrj yj yuvij nph wg "Acpofiov iXttelv piav ijptpav obx k%ypeu(t£V 

(where £a>s yXftev would not give the required sense). 

[58], 63: nph npoaeXfteTv npoq bpaq ouSkv sgovzec;, vov sbnopouvzes 
ovSe %dpiv ijixiv Sjrooaiv. 

B. Present. 

The Inf. pres. gives a special sense of continuance, effort, or the 
like, ' before undertaking to,' ' proceeding to,' nph tgonXiZeiv "Ap-q 
Aesch. Suppl. 702, cf. Ag. 1026 ; itp\v vov zd nXeiov laropeiv . . k'geXde 
Soph. O. C. 36, 37, cf. El. 20 ; nph xXdstv Eur. Andr. 577, cf. Or. 
1095 ; nph Xiyuv Ar. Thesm. 380, cf. Ach. 383, 384 ; also" Hdt. 8, 3, 
Time. 3, 24, 2, Xen. Cyr. 2, 4, 25, etc., Comm. 1, 2, 40. 

Not often in the orators : 

Antiphon 5, 25: nph dvdysaftal p.e eig ttjv Alvov — obds)<; %zcd<raz6 
ps dvtipmnwv. The nplv clause precedes. Notice the nph ayecv, cited 
from Homer A 97 (p. 467). 

Andokides [4], I : npozepov %aXenov yyoupr/V nph zmv xotvwv 
kntpeXelad-ai zivoq. 

Lysias 13, 81 : nph elativai els to a<?zo 6 pkv Ato-tpot; ala&dvezai. 
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Isokrates 4, 157: dp&s itowuvrat Tzph SXXo z'. •/prjp.aTiZet.v. 8, 40: 
xaraysXaOTOv iari . . . Tohq X6yov<; ancadoxipdZeiv ~ph eldivat (=pres.). 
15, 75: sitzov Si izov Ttpiv dvayiyvd)(rxe<r&ac vouroog. 

Aischines I, Il6: 0TO>ji<jT£ psv xa\ xph ipk Xiyetv. 2, 92: TroVai-r 
izpuzepov Vjp£pai<; a-mXsas Try/ apyrjv nph kpe aiztivcu — np\v ipi iqoppav 
oixoftev a-xtoXwXsi. 3, 73 : toot ETCpa^av . . . nplv M ttjv 6(TTtpav 
anaipeiv -npeiy^eiav Ar/poad-ivr/v. 

Demosthenes 21, 162: ~ph xal TipoiSpoo<; xafHZscftai, izaps/Jlwv 
iTt£8u)xev. 39, 23 : Tzp\v yplTspoq <pdiyxetv avyyevr/c; elvat . , . itpoiTa. 
53, 28 : izp\v otpsiXeiv tu. dr/poviw o'Apsftouaux; wpoXoyelTO twv dSeX<pwv 
eimopcoTaTog slvat. [59], 78 : i^opxoX Taq yepatpaq , . . izp\v aizTstrttai 
TU>v lepmv. [59], 90: xeXeuec . . . (S vopoq . . . ty/v (/if/pov didovat 
TtpoatovTt T<p drjpai xph Tob<z Siyoog slativat — comp. xph eladvai Lys. 
13, 81). 

The present infinitive in these passages can readily be appreciated. 
If translation is a test, the renderings above recommended will 
apply. 

C. Perfect: 

If there were no essential difference between aor. and perf. inf. 
as Baumlein maintains, npiv with the perf. inf. ought to occur more 
frequently, but, on the contrary, it is rare. I find only the following 
examples recorded in the collections made : 

Lys. 6, II: Tiyiy r) (?) (7TideSrjp.rjxivat Sixa rjp.ipa<; iv rjj T.oXti 
xpoasxaXiaaTo. 

Isaios 7, 27: -p\v ?Jz£tv=perf. Comp. Hdt. 6, 116; Thuc. 5, 
to, 3. 

Aischines 3, Il6: ypoaa<; dtnziSaq dvid-epsv izpb^ tov xatvbv vsibv Ttp\v 
it;etpyd<r#at (v. 1.). 

Dem. 51, 5 : nplv yap fjipd-at povov Trjq Tpir]poug TOVTOuq iTZexXrjpaiTo 
ptn. 53, 13: nph iSrjxstv t«? r)p.ipaq. 

In all such passages oli-w with the pluperfect would be the 
natural equivalent. 

II. np\v with the finite verb. 
A. Indicative : 

The tense of the indicative is chiefly aor. Horn, does not 
combine ~pv> directly with the ind. (unless we count Hymn. 
Apoll. 357), but uses instead itph y ots, xpiv- y' ore Srj, after 
positive and negative clauses. Posit., rjXwprjv . . . icpiv f (he 

, . . rjyayeq Od. 13, 322 ; syov Ttpiv y' ots drj pe . . . xaXeaaev 23, 44, 
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cf. II. 12, 437 : — negat., obde xev vj/xia; aXXo dtixptvsv . . . Ttpiv y ore 
dij tiavarow . . . v£<poq d,a(pszdAu<p?v Od. 4, 180. The imperf. occurs, 

odd' u>q too Ou/iov . . . eizeidov Tzpiv y ore dij 0dXa/xoq Ttbxa ftdXXsro 
(began to be hit) II. 9, 587. 

1. Aor. 

( a.) After negative clauses : 

(1) of a fact in the past, obx ;jv dXizTj/x' obSkv . . . izpiv y' iym a<piaiv 
k'deit-a Aesch. Pr. 478 sqq. ; ou Tzporspov ditaviarrj . . . Mapdovioq 
izp\v rj o~<peas bitoy^tpiow; kjzocrjffaro Hdt. 6, 45, cf. C 79 ; dXX' odd' wt; 
. . . rjSluxrav vsmrspov n iroielv £<; abrov . . . izpiv ye di t abrols /ujvonjc 
ycyverac (Hist. pr.=aor.) Thuc. 1, 132, cf. 3, 101 ; 5, 61, Ar. Av. 
700, Xen. Cyr. 1, 4, 23 ; 4, 5, 13, (Hist, pr.), etc., Hell. 5, 4, 58, etc. 

In the Orators : 

Lys. 3, 7 : ou TTporepov rjftsXrjrrev aTzeXti-er; Tip\v abrov . . . l^rjXaaav (ob 

■xpoTspov . . , iu>s occurs 12, 71 and 25, 26). 

Isokrates 4, 89 : ob izporspov lizabaa-o -p\v k$eupE xri. So also 4, 
181 ; 8, 68; 9,32; 12,83; 12,91; J 2, 158; 12,231; 12,256; 15, 11; 
15, 318; 16, 5. In 12, 83 he has obx dns'iirs . . . -p(v, in 12, 256 
obx dxwteTv . . . xptv, in 15, II obx djreVnji/ Ttpiv, in all the Others ou 
xporepoi/ ircabtTaro izpiv or an equivalent. Isokrates was not the man 
to leave a good balance unused. (For ob -Kporepov e<u? see 17, 12.) 

Isaios frag. 13, I : ob nporepov dtp7Jxs T.p\v zpidxovra dpa%/xdg 
irepd^aro. 

LykurgOS 128 : ob Ttportpov aTzrjXftov Tzp\v r) (?) t«5 Xt/xaT ditixTtivav. 

Demosthenes 8, 65 (cf. [10], 67) : obx rjv Iv drjfiatq d<r<paXe<; i:p\v rr)v 
Bocwriav d-gdwxe. Cf. [17], 20: ob xpozepov Ttpiv (o5 ?) 

(2) As an integral part of an unreal condition and the like, obx dv 
iaxe</idp.eOa xpdzepov . . . -p\v l^rjTrjoap.tv Plat. Meno 86 D, cf. 
Theaetet. 165 E. 

So with xpw fly . . . 

Isokrates 4, 19 : typy; /xr) xporepov . . . <7up.[iouXsbEiv Trph (jtp\v r) /") 
ij/xds . . . idida^av. 

Demosthenes 20, 96: Xprjv roivuv As-zivrjv pi) Trpdrspov riOivai rdv, 
iauroT) vo/xov rzp\v toutov eXutre ypaipdpsvoq. 

(b.~) After positive clauses : 

Examples are to be found in Soph. O. R. 775 ; Eur. Hec. 132 
Med. 1 1 73; Thuc. 7, 71,5, etc. On the cryptonegative and the 
invariable ' until ' see above, p. 469. 

I have but one noted in the orators. 
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Aischines I, 64: ftpoa^TtoXspst ' ' Api<Tzo<pfi>vzi (=:<wz ixaoaazo tt/hiit- 
izoXepwv 'A.~) nph abzui rrjv abziyj zaozrjv rj-KtiXrjtrev lizayyzXiw; xzi. 

2. Imperfect. 

This is rare, as also ?<«? unit/with imperf. indie. There is a notion 
of overlapping. 

Antiphon I, 19: oonw yap f/det 6x0 z^q pyzpmaq ZTJq Ipvjq iqaxa' 
Ttupivr) Tzp\<; iv zm xaxip rjdrj r)v. 

Isaios 5, 7 : obHtiq 7Jziajo-e -plv ouzodl . . . ■/jp.ftafirizzt. 

Demosthenes 9, 61 : ov zpdzspov izdXprjffsv obSe}q pijqai tpwvijv izplv 
npoq Tefyr] irpoo-yjeo-av (began to approach). 

In [Andok.] 4, 17 : xal ob npozepov diryXXdyr] izpXv a-xodpaq <p%sz» 
zezdpzo) prjvi, the imperf. is only a pro forma imperf. and the real 
notion is dxidpa. 

B. Subjunctive ': 

The subjunctive is used after negatives or equiv. of neg. only, ob 
izpiv =r 'ia>q t fy ,'j.ij. The notion is distinctly conditional (cf. Isokr. 4, 

173, where -plv av varies with yv pyf). Horn, has xpb with subj. 

ob xazaSvadpzd\ dyvbpevoi -xtp . . 7zp\v popatpov 7/pap ixiXOrj Od. IO, 

174, 175 ; /-"}' xu> xazadbaso . . -piv y ipe . . t8r/at II. 18, 135, cf. V. 

190 (half quotation of v. 135), 24, 78. (In II. 17, 506, izpiv xi w. 
subj., according to the best MSS., follows an inf. after a negat.) 

Also ftpiv y 3z' ay : dXX' opoaov pi] p.rjzp\ (fiXy zdds p.uOrjaaaOai, izpiv y' 

1 Hermann opusc. Ill 179 seqq. asks the question why we can say ov 
noiqau Trplv av Kikzvays and cannot say iroi7]ou nplv av neXevcyi;, although either 
noirjco or ov iroiqau irpiv Kslevcai is correct. Tlplv nelevoai, he says, is equivalent 
to npd tov KeXevaai, and whether the action happens or not, it is certain that it 
is done or not done before the order. But iroifjau xpiv av K&evaqt; would mean 
' faciam prius, quam quo tempore tu mandaveris, quod nescio an sis unquam man- 
daturus.' And this is seriously quoted in a Jena dissertation of 1878 by Karl 
Finsterwalder (de coniunctivi et optativi . . usu Aeschineo p. 26) with the 
remark optime disputavit Hermannus, and is given as a valid reason for the exclu- 
sion of Tplv av with the subj. after positive sentences. Quod nescio an sit 
unquam and the rest would apply perfectly well to irpiv with the inf., in which, 
so far as the language goes, the realization of the infinitive is left in perfect 
suspense. Is it necessary to repeat that language settles into certain grooves 
of expression ? Theoretically you might have irpiv av after a positive sentence. 
There is no logic against it, any more than there is against ore or sireidi/ with 
the fut. ind. In later Greek irpiv ij with the subj. is common enough after 
affirmative sentences. But it could not be made to mean any more that irpiv 
with the inf., which admits the negative conditional notion (wore, £<p' <Jre prj) 
although it does not demand it. 
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or' av hSsxdrvj re iJtjtoSsxdrij re yiv-rat Od. 2, 373. 374> cf. 4, 475- 
477. In Prose the rule is -p\v av, but the simple -plv is found ; 
as also -plv ij (often in Hdt.) Editors often correct in Attic writers. 

1. Aorist. 

This is the reigning tense. The action in the dependent clause 
is to happen before the action in the leading clause, which is usu. 
in fut. ind. or some equivalent such as universal present, imv., 
subj., opt. w. av (repraesentatio after past tenses is also common), 
ob yaplsrai —apdivoq oddspia —plv av rwv Tcoi.sp.iotv avSpa d—oxrslvy Hdt. 
4, 117 ; cf. I, 82 ; 3, 109, etc. ; vov <5' obSiv iart rippa pot -poxsipsvov. 
po%0wv ( = ou -afjaopal) it plv av Zsbq kx—iarj ropavvidoq Aesch. Pr> 
756, cf. 166, 176, etc.; 00 yap -or' efei rrjO-Ss rr t <; %d>pat; -plv av . , 
(TTTjOrjc; ayajv Soph. O. C. 909, cf. 47. 1041, O. R. 1529, etc.; oux 3.V 
ixpddoi- . . it plv <iv OdvTj re- Trach. 2 ; oux a-sipi -pot; dopoo- -dhv, 

-plv av its . . e£o> pdiw Eur. Med. 276, cf. 680, Ale. 1145 sqq., I. A. 

324, I. T. 19, 1302, etc.; p.Tj -poxaraylyvotax(s) . . -plv av y Axolta-- 

ituporiptDv Ar. Vesp. 919 sq., cf. Ach. 176, 230, etc., Xen. Hiero 6, 
13, Cyr. 1, 2, 8, An. 1, 1, 10; 5, 7, 12, Plat. Phaedr. 228 C, Laches 
187 E, etc. 
The following are the occurrences in the orators : 

Andok. I, 7 : ou/ olov re bpd<z sidivat -plv av xal Ipou dxou<Tr>re 
d~oi.oyotJiJ.svou. 

Lys. 19, 5 : slxos p.rj-u> r/ysTaftat -tarob- ~plv av xal r/peTt; sf-ojpsv. 

Also 22, 4 with -porspov preceding. 

Isokrates 5, 86 : Ssi yap pijSsv -porspov -pdrrscv -plv av idftrj rtc. 
Also 1,24; 4, 16; 4, 173; (-porspov') 5, 88; (-porspov) 8, 26; 
(-pSrspov) 12, 152; (-porspov) 14, 18; 15, 17; 15, 290. 

Aischines I, 145: d~6p.vu(TC prjdsv robriov -pd^siv -plv rijv zoo 
' Exropo- xe<paii]V cii rbv rou UarpdxXou rd<pov kvlyxri. Also : (-porspov) 
2, 2; 3, 26; (no av) 3, 60; (-porspov) 3, 235. 

Hypereid. pro Euxenipp. 20 has -plv i^srdauxrtv where some 
editors would read -plv av. 

Demosthenes 2, 27 : <pr]p.l dij dslv — prjdiv alriaaftat -p\v av rmv 
-paypdrojv xparrjayrs. So 4, 41 ; 8, 61 = [10] 63 ; [13], 14 ; 23, 
29; 23, 80 ; (-porspov') 23, 179; 38, 24. 

2. Present. 

The pres. subj. is comparatively rare. The actions overlap, 
or there are special reasons, prj-w -p\v av rSJv ypsrtpwv dig*; (no aor. 
in Attic) pbdwv Soph. Phil. 1409 ; Xen. Cyr. 2, 2, 8 ; Plat. Phaedr. 
271 C. 

Aischines I, 10: i vopodirrjz rd dcdacrxaisTa dvoiystv d-ayopsust pjj 
-porspov -plv av 6 fji'.ot; avio^y (antithesis ~po rjiiou dsSuxdrog). 
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Demosthenes [10] 29: '.>p.zl<; tocvov oux axouetv -zp\v av wtnrep vuv 
aura xapy zd rrpdy/iaTa . . . ddiftaze where the &a~zp vuv has its 

influence. 

Omission of av in Antiphon I, 29 : obdkv Jaaatv r.piv y rjdvj kv aurw 
Oitji Tip xaxoj. 

C. Optative : 

Hpiv with Opt. (1) represents subj. after historical tenses, 
oux edsXsv <psuysiv Ttpiv izeiprjaatr' 'AyuTjoq II. 21, 580 ; npiv y ore, as 
with subj., 9, 488 ; edo^i pot p-fj a'lya izplv ippdaatpi 001 | tov tzXouv 

TzoteioOai Soph. Phil. 551, Thuc. 3, 22, 8; Xen. Cyr. 1, 4, 14; Hell. 
6, 5, 19 (cf. 2, 4, 18), An. 1, 2, 2; Plat. Apol. 36 C; Legg. 3, 
678 D. (2) by assimilation, (a) after pure opt., 0X010 p.ijxoj np\v 
pdOoijxi Soph. Phil. 960, Trach. 655. (/9) after opt. with av : oux 
av -apinspov oppijaete izplv fteftatwaatzo Plat. Legg. 7, 799 D. 

Hpiv with opt. seems to be little used in the orators. In the col- 
lections before me I find only : 

Isokrates 9, 63 ; eiSta/idviov tov aXXov %povov /nj ScaXXdzzea&ai roTs 
d~oa~a.(7'. izp\v xuptoi yivotvTO zwv aujpaTwv. 16, 5 : ob% vjyouvT ouSsv 
oloi t elvac xcvsjv t&v xafteGzoj-iov xp\v ixitoSiav kxelvo^ auzo'tq yivotzo. 

D. Optative and av : 

llp\v av with opt. is rare and doubtful. Where it is not an 
error of the copyist, the av is held over from the original form of 
oratio recta. 

Antiphon 5, 34 : dirayopsuovzojv zwv <piXu>v z&v ipijbv p.r/ dxoxzei- 
vsiv tov avdpa Ttplv av (?) iyu> eXOocpt (o. r. izp\v av £;xet"vo<; sXOrf) ; cf. 
Xen. Hell. 2, 3, 48. 4, 18 ; this was to be expected in the live- 
liness of spoken Greek. 

On reviewing the usage of the orators in regard to -xpiv we can 
hardly fail to notice a certain crystallization. It is true that the 
fundamental construction with the infinitive is used occasionally 
with negative sentences that might have assumed the finite form, 
but the exceptions weigh little in comparison with the whole num- 
ber, and we are far from the Homeric freedom, much nearer the 
scenic norm. Hpiv with the infin. after affirmative sentences is the 
rule. Hpiv with the indicative after affirmative sentences, which 
occurs in Sophokles, Euripides and Thukydides, appears, if I may 
trust my collections, only once, and that in the play-actor Aischines. 
Perfect infinitive and present infinitive are rare and carefully used, 
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and there seems to me little good warrant for ~p\v y or the omission 
of av. "Av in temporal sentences of limit (£<«?, ears, p-lxpt, 00 xpiv, 
ixrj TtpiJ) may be omitted, as a survival of an older construction, 
just as we use be instead of is where there is an element of purpose ; 
but in prose this omission should be suffered very charily. Up\v ij 
is so common in later Greek that one suspects the copyists. Of in- 
dividual peculiarities in the handling there is not much to say. 
Demosthenes does not seem to use the particle as much as might 
have been expected, but all statistics of this sort are full of sur- 
prises. Where he does use it he uses it simply, while Isokrates 
in his more formal orations treats -porepov — xpiv as he does every- 
thing, in the interest of his aesthetic seesaw and fastidious rhythm. 
There is more masculinity in the abruptness which characterizes 
Lysias' usage ; but I do not wish to refine too much. Nothing is 
more attractive than ethical results to the syntactical investigator, 
nothing more ' putid ' to the looker-on. 

B. L. GlLDERSLEEVE. 



